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ABSIB^CT 

Tha idiicatianal a drain iat rater must cften ettadai^ the 
gap botwtan atnpirlcmlly sound anrl politically ^xpeai^nt giciilDnsr 
^fnoloying oolicy aisisstn^nt as 4 hedgf agaipst a4optlag 1 ll-coa c^L veft 
pciiclis-. ih^ r^aourcg allocation cnoa^l (SAM) att ftcnp ts r M^ly this 
aiL^nifita by ^'.ying prograin evaluation a ra fclicy analyiLs i nto s single 
cCDceptual yfit practical frnm^work for incorporating evaLoatioa dita 
in th^ ass esstneii* ot policy issues* %lm ifle jtlf Ic a ti ca m d wiijhiii g 
cf iysteoi demands i's th § focus of the first cotnpcnent o:£ the 
alLocation model, for this, admin istratcrs use the nmim mm^mmBmt 
sucvey shafts, cQds shs»ts, and score shftts prov-iaed, CDti sacoiid 
leril of th# niodil riquins use of th^ frcgiam in plinen^atioii 
inweiitory sheet ^.o exanine current syitsff ffcgians ^nd. ans* Th^ 
thitd level of r^^ourc^ manag^a^nt invQlves assessing p^ograci 
effect iv^ness Using *:he prograffl outccffe iti?entory sh^^t pro^id&d* The 
fourth and final phas^ o£ tM raod^l allows the pcltcy-malcer to 
syDthsiizt information concerning th* effects cf pti^lo^E policy 
a^cisioBS on the system's intirnal and extsiMl s n^i Tonoi^tital' 
cenpcntnts^ foe thisphas^ a program decisicn wcrkshtet Ls proriaad, 
(mthor/J«) 
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EducatlOTtal policy-nial<efs often must gtr^fldln thG f^ap betTO^n 
emplricalty gound and poUtica.Uy e:<pedicrLt; dticlBlDns, employins 
policy analysjs a.^ a hiadge agnlnst: lll-ccmcelvQd pnltcy adoption. 
The fniliite of c^kJ sting e\falual:±ori tnodF^ls to deal adequately with 
political issues surroundins policy quesuions coiitrlbutcs Co the 
restrictive nstiire of current evaluation theory. 

The pfopcscd conceptual model attempt.^ to remedy r.he sf ore- 
mentioned diiciiinia by Bensiti.^.tTig poltcy-maters to the benefits of 
utilising prograrn evaluation data when constderlng policy questions. 
The R^^soutce ^Llocation Wodcl provides a blueprint \;hicli allows 
pollcy-wkcrs to manage gystcjin resources through the use of evalua^ 
tlon dat^n^ 
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EVALUATION AND RESOUUClj MANAGRMKNT; A POLTCy- 
MAKER'S GUIDE TO USING PROGRAM DATA' IN POLICY FOHMATIDN 



INTRODUCTION 

The restructuring of public confidence flnd support figures to be the moat 
critical challenga facing our nation 'a schoola duLvlng tha last quarter of 
the 20th century. The accountability movemGnt hns soarefJ to national prom^ 
Inence during the past decade , responding to charges of inQquallty^ inef-- 
flciencys and ineffectiveness- rhus forcing school districts to scrutinize 
even more clDsely the usa of slirinking education dulLarg, Morc^ recently, 
congressional clinnges in the Elemontnry and Secondary Ediication Act of 
1965 have raise; ^ the evaluation of ffculerally sponsored educational programs 
to new heights p Responding to those public pressures and lagislativG 
demands s two significant factors havfc been observed vith respect to the 
field of educacion. First , scliool divisions throughout the country have 
attempted to establish or expand evaluation capabilities. Second, a 
proliferation of evaluation models has been triggered (Aiidersons 19 73)* 

Yet questions arise as to whether the rush for "'progTam" evaluation 
strategies has overlooked the concerns of the policy^maker who is faced 
with the management of increasingly limited district resources* In an 
atteiiipt to address this issue ^ a resource allocation model CRAM) has been 
suggested to assist the pollcy-'maker when considering policy dGcisions* 
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Thc! imi imnkd pvdvJckM tlit? policy-nmkur (bulldinB print ilpnl , f^abool j^uporln- 
tendcntj or hoavd Tnanibur) with the toolB Cor iiKiking G£r<^^at::i=vu poliGy 
declaioim* throtjigh f;ha ubo of thiH mAol pliiiiriiug foir tlic aiiQcfeUion of 
system reaouircca cnn ba inndQ mm simple and moj/o cfflc:lc2nt, 

NEED FOn A RESDIJRCIC AIXOCATION MODEL 

InCusina progrem Qvaluatiian dncn Into t\m pollc>^-^miiking piroceSH constitucea 
one of the major pT^obltirnG confrDUtltig achool dlstrricts v;hlch arc trying to 
shavpen th^iv planning procGdurciS * Tho. currGiit lack of a practical model 
f i^om which to proceed compounds che probiem. 

Evaluation, wc^ are told, by natuvc:! involves thg formation of judgTnents 
concerning tha worth of educational programs and ptaccices. Therefore ^ 
the evaluator^s principal function is that of valudnB (Popham 1975) • 
While tm^ would dispute the fact that evaluation necesaitatas the weighing 
of maritj it may prove prasumptuoiis to assunie that such responsibility 
rests solo.ly witli the evaluntorp The evaluator in a Local educaclonal 
agency (LEA) often finds that ^uch decisions axe reserved for the admlnis- 
trativQ hierarchy. At this levels substantive evaluation (i.e.s ampirlcal 
evidence) constitutes only one criterion upon x^hich jiidgments of worth 
are made, A« House (1973) has suggested^ factors such as tiineliness* per- 
vaslvenese* political pressure ^ and public opinion Influence the decision 
prncesa - 

The f^ducatioual adniinistrator must often straddlG the gap between 
empirically sound and politically 05<ped±ent decisions, employinfi policy 
assessment as a hedge against adopting ill-conceived policies. The RAM 
model attempts to remedy the af oreinentlonad dileiiim& ty^ tying program 
evaltiatlon and policy analysis intD a single conceptual scheme* 

Effective adtninist ration depends on the ability of ttie policy-'maker to 

assess system nced^ and resources and to interpret both in the light of 

inf orraation concerning the worth of system programs. The Information 

requirefnents for the administrator parallel cha,cie nf ptngtam staff ^ that 

iBt Iftiat arc the needs? How are programs beliig inipleniented? and How effectlv 

are the programs? (Taicco & Brecn 1979)* These questions formithe hasls 

for the poticy-niaklng process deflnad by the RAM model. 
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DlSflNING THE RI!SOURaK ALIDCATXOH MOUia 

The rGSrturee allocay.on model has been dovc^lopcd In ordar to prov^ldc a 
moro comprGliensive cimcepLuai and yet prncuicnl framework foir imcorporating 
BvaLuation data in tlic assossninnc of policy issues. It providos a plnn 
which allows the LEA or individual school to moru offectlvely man/igc 
ecaice system resourceg. 

Systems, as Eastern (1965) has suggfcvgtGd, continually experiences "demand 
stiress-' which may arlsG from internal or eKternal sourcea* Once those 
demands gain recognittons progrnms are usually designed to addfess specific 
needs. These progr^iins charactGristically progrGS^ through tliree phases s 
plannlngj impleinentat lonj and evaiuatlon. Associated with e^jcji of these 
three programmatic phases are certain evaluative lunctloTis, Evaluation 
data from eacb progfaiii phase must be Included in Che establishrfleiit of 
criteria against which policy decisionB arc later Judged, In otiier i^ords ^ 
any attenipt to assess the relative impact of a program upon the systein, 
i,e.j the e^ctent to which a program diminishes denmnd stress, must Incor- 
porate program ev^aluation data. 



SiPclo«^ultucal 
Bnvlroninent 



Demmd Stress 



Snclo-poiltlcnl 
EttvirronniGnt 



FIGimE I 

The life Cycle of an Educational 
Program 




Feedback 



Feedback 



Planning Tmplcincn tation Evaluation 
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tUVth 1 - MANAGING STRliSS 

THE FtRST LEVEL OF RESOURCE WANAGEMENTs 
IDENTIFYING EDUCATIONAL PUrORITIES 
DISCUSSION 

The first and perhaps the most important task In the reaource allocation 
process involves an assessmGnt of the dGmaiidB upon the ays tern* Demands 
here refer to the interests and vaiues of the educational system and of 
the largar socio-pDlltlcal cnvlronnient , These demands compete for recogni^ 
tlon and system resources. 

Demands are generally articulated by parents 5 teachers ^ students, politi=^ 
ciana, and othGr groups \^lthin tho. cotmiiunity and may be expressed as 
educational ^oals or nQeds which should be addressed by the local education 
agency. Once these demands are ackno^^ledged they usually give rise to 
new educational programs and practices (sea Figure I) * 

The Irnportance of this stage of our modal is underscored by two primary 
factors* First, managitig system stress Is the poUcy^inakers ■ ^'raison d'etre"i 
i^e.j their job is to ease value conflict through policy decisioiis* Second, 
the form and delivery of system programs and activities are determined 5 
to a great extent, by the management of competitig demands. Information 
gathered through conteKt and input evaluations can provide a basis for 
assessing systein stress (Stuf flebeams 1971)* 

Thus^ the Identification and weighing of system detnands becomes the focus 
of the first compDnent of the resource allocation Tnodel* 

APPLICATION 

There are three principal operations which must be carried out at this 
level of dccision-^making. First* the pollcy^maker must identify the 
key educatloral concei^ns as pGrceived by the educational and lay comniunlties • 
Second, these concerns inust be suminarized, organized, and coded for further 
processing* And third, these concerns must be weighed^ scored, and ranked* 
Instruments and forms are provided (See figures II, IIIp & IV) for completing 
these tasks, 
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Befoife usrlng the NqccIs AsscssmGnc Survuy shcat, luwevar, koy IntcrQst 
groups wl thill the educ£itionQl and Iny cOtnmuniuics nuist be Identifiod, 
Ortca this has been accompllslied ^ each group -s most pressing conGcrns 
regarding public Qducatiion at the ecliool or disttict level inust be 
solicited using the survey sheet provided or a like Instrument, 

Following the collection of this infortnation, the Needs Asaessnient Code 
ShGat rmy be used to summarize and organise the data. Firsts list each 
group or Individual surveyed under the column marked Gro up ^ Second, 



asslgri a numerical coda to each groups and an item code to each concern, 
Ona of the five Iteni codes suggested in the key or one developed locally 
can be used for this purpose. Third, state each concern briefly In the 
column labeled £oncgCT^, And finally^ enter the rating of each concern 
in the space provided to the right. 

.Now refer to the Needs Assessment Score Sheet, Begin filling out the 
score sheet by briefly stating each concern in the appropriate column. 
Next J enter the item code which corresponds to each concern In the 
designated column, in the column labeled GROUP Identify each nf thf^ groups 
listing this particular concern on their aurvey by entering the group code, 

Corapute the average rating for each concern (l*e.s the sum of each group's 
rating divided by the number in the group) using the code sheet * and then 
enter this number In the colunm mrked IKM RATING, 

In the colunni labeled WEIGHT place the nUfnerical weight (e.g.j 1^5) which 
you feel represents the relative importance of each concern or group • 
That ISf given the list of concerns or demands which confront the system, 
which concerns orgroupSj in your administrative JudgTnents warrant greater 
weight. The policy--niaker here has an opportunity to build into the resourca 
allocation process his political awareness. 

The mean rating plus Che weight gtvos each concern a score, which is 
entered Into the appropriate column. Once all the concerns have scores 
they are ranked using the column on the far right* The first level in 
our resource allocation mcdel has now been completed. 



* 

In some cases it la entirely possible thnt p.;lorit;y concerns have already 
been articulated. If the school or district has recontly conducted a 
needs assessment, a priorltlaad Use of educational needs or goals may 
have been developed. 

In this case you would disregard the Needr, Assessment Survay Sheet and 
the Needs AssesamGnt Code Sheet (see fl|ures II & HI) unless you plan 
to expand that needs assessment effort to Include more groups within the 
community. You may, however, simply turn to the Needs Assessment Score 
Sheet and fill In all the appropriace Infurmation except for the columns 
headed MEAN RATING, WEIGHT, SCOBE. 

In other cases a list of school or discrict goais may exist, but there 
may be little information about who supports them. Under these clrcumstaTices 
it may prove beneficial to Identify the groupa who support each goal. 
List these groups or individuals in the Groug^ column of the Needs Assessment 
Code Sheet. Then, assign a numerical code to each group or individual 
•and an item code co each goal, using one of Lhu five uDd«s ^usgeaLeJ la 
the Item Code Key or one developed locally. Plnally, briefly state the 
goal in the column labeled Concern. 

If these goals are already ranked do not use the rating grid provided. 
However, if they are not ranked, then you may wlah to affix a rating 
to each goal based upon your Impression of the perceived value the group 
would have assigned. 

Turning next to the Needs Assesament Score Sheet, list each goal by first 
placing the group cod6(s) and the Item code under the appropriate columns. 
Second briefly state each goal in the space provided. And finally, list 
the rating (where appropriate) for each goal under the column labeled 
MEAN RATING. 

In the column labeled WEXGnT place a numerical weight (e.g., 1-5) which 
best reflects your perception of the rcLatlve Importance of each goal 
or group sponsor. The mean rating plus the weight gives each goal a 
score which ls_ entered into the coluim marked SCORE. Finally, each goal 
is ranked by its score. This rank is entered in the column marked ^NK. 



Wlicrc goals ore already ranked the poIlcy^makGr has a couple of options 
for filling out the Neods Assessment Score Sheet, First, he/she could 
use the ranks which exint. In this casQ only the columns labeled GROUP, 
CONCERKt and RANK would be filled out on the Needs Assassment Score Sheet* 

Second, the Gxlsting ranks could bo entGred in the MEAN RATING column. 
Then using the column labeled WEIGHT, the goals could ba remarked from 
an administrative perspGctive- Next, the column headed SCORE could be 
used to enter a discrepancy score (i.e., group rank minus your rank)* 
And finally, based upon the itif oriiiation provided in the score column, a 
final ranking could be developed which is entered under the column labeled 
RAKK. 

The development of list ol: ranked concerns or goals completes Level I of 
the Resource Allocation Model- 
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FIGURE II 



NEEDS ASSESSMENT SURVEY SWmV 



Pleaso li-Jt your most; pressing concerns ruIatlnB to public cdMciitlun 
in your^iS'tr'fct. THesu concerns nmy ruiatu to InBtructionul proi-rains, 
instructional staff, instructionnl matcarluLB, school ndminisl: rat' ion , 
school faciliClea and equlpnient, or any nther aflpect of tbe public 
school program. 

Briefly state each of your concerns and tlian rate its rulflctvc 

importance by checkins a number f rom ^ Low Importance to£,Hi>.h Importance. 



CONCERN 



' Ibff 0RTANCE_ 
2 
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FrauuE III • 

NEEDS ASSESSMENT CODt: ^^llEUt 



Key. To Icem Codat Instructional prngrains - IP, In^ urua tiaiml MayarialB 

InBtructlonal Staff - IS, AdmlnisUratiun - A* 
Pacilitltes and Equlpniant: - FE 

Key To Group Codes 001, O02» 003, ccc , 



INTEREST GROUP 



PRIMARY CONCERKS 



(eKample) 
PTA 



EKLC 



Group Item 
Code Code 



Rating 



ConCGrn 



Low 



001 



IP 



Teach Developmental Reading 
Cradiis 7-12 



J J 



GROUP 



Group (s) 



ERIC 



ICQIll 
Code 



CONCERN 



KATTNCI 
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LEVEL II " MONITORING PHOGR^l PMGRESS 

T^f^ SECOND LEVEL OF RESOURCE MANAGEMENT* 
REVIEWING CURRENT PROGEaMS 

DISCUSSION 

The second levil of the tnodel requires the exa initiation of systeiii programs 
and plans- The policy-^niaker at this juncture must identify cuxrent 
progtains or plans for action v?hich corresporid to tlie demanda e^cpiressid at 
Level I, Once these programs and plans have beeti ddeiitlfiedj Inf orniatioti 
coiicerning tho current level of operation must be reviewed * 

The collictlon and review of data relating to progTani impletmetitaclori Bmtvms 
zwo purposes. Firsts it allows for the efflcLent manageiTient of cUL^tfiat 
prograni expenditures, and second. It contributes to the platinttig process 
for future use of system resources. This infornLatloti is directly relaCed 
to the following Questions , which are very importatit to the policy- 
malcing process. 

!• What factors are contributing to lags in p*Qg«in 

implenientation? 
2* Are system resources currently distributed in a my 

that ensures program success? 
3. Given the current outlay of resour-ses and level of 

implementations what are the liup 11 cations for ottiGr 

ccmpeting demands? 

Thus the second component of the resource allocation inodel necessitated 
.pairing demands with existing or proposed prosramsa and «vdevlng current 
program status* 

APPLICATION 

The rrogram ImpleTiientation Inventory (see figure V5 can fci tised to • 
summarise information at this Level, This form riqulrea thfit you lilt 
la order of impartance the concerns identifted it\ the fliat phas& □£ 
the itiodel* Parallel to each concern, in the column labeled IMSMCtJOg^ 
FROGRAM o r PLAN OF ACTION, list the prograinCs) or proposed prograTii(^) 
vhlch address eacli specific concern. 
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FoHov/lr%E Idcritlficatlon of programs or planfl, data relating to tlie 
cu^rerit levcL o£ program operatioa must bs gatliQred . In most caseSp 
prcPgrani managfirs supervisors vill have available Information concerning 
prcPgrani impletnentatlon, eithQr through inforTTial observation or througli 
formal evaliiatloti. This InforTnation should be requested frorn prograni 
Mciagers o%r staff for review at the pollcy-maklrig level, 

Prograni implfeHientation data can be used to make adjus tments in current 
pr^graiD& as st^ggested above, For eKamplej changes In prograin substance 
and/ox budget could be made in order to increase the lilcelihood of success* 

Ho^evefy for our purposes j considaring future resource allpcatlons it is 
impor^at^t to iiote the nature and number of probLems being e^cperlenced 
at cuxrent futidliig lev&ls* The grid provided oa the right-hand aide of 
th^ Pxograrn rtnplementatlon Inventory identifies seven potential problem 
ar^aa whicti cculd decrease program eff ectlvensss andj therefore, affect 
fucure Levels of support- Indicate the areas of deficiency for each prograiii 
by placttii a check in the appropriate columns provided* Once you have 
dorte chla, cotint tne numDer or checKs tor each ^rogratn and write It in 
th^ colum lateled Total Checkli st Score. This procedure cOTnpletes 
Le\^ei IE of tlie resource allocation model* 



EKLC 
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FIGURE V 



PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION INVENTORV 



Following a review of process evaluation data, place a clieck in each 
box where a progr-am deficit is Indicated. 



PROGRAM INPUNEmtl ON CHECKLIST 



EDUCATIONAL 
CONCERN 
(In Rank Order) 



EDUCATIOMAL PROGRAM 
or 

PLAN OF ACTION 




ERIC 
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LEVEL HI - >1EASTJR.ING PROGRAM PRODUCTS 

THE THIRD LEVEL OP RESOURCE NANA.CEMENT! 

REVIEWHG PROGRAM OUTCOMES 

Discussion 

The third pMae of the model involves the eKamnatton of quaTititative 
data'regardlag program effectiveness. This dltneaston of the pollcy-makitig 
'p'tocess is csaential for deterffllaatlng prograin vorth. At this poirit the 
policy-maker must consider the relative strength of each program in light 
of the follow^irjg q-uestioTiss 

1, Has the program coatcibuted substantially to system 
goals (signlflcantLy reduced deiTiand stress)? 

2, Can the cost Incurred, in ternis .of resources allocated, 
be jiistifled when all the tieedi of the system are 
considered (demands yet to be addresBsd) ? 

Program product- data must be examined on a collcttlve basis, that is, 
the relative worth of a program should be coniputed from its ef fectivetiess 
and the importance of fhe need it addresses l-n relation to the importance 
of other cOinpetlns demands and 'prograins. In other words, the merit of 
each pfogram lias to be judged In relatloii to the total array of systeni 
demands and prograTiis, and not based solaly on the level of effectiveness 
reported by each program managar. This analysis actually carries over 
to Level IV of the model. However, before formulating new policy inf orinatloii 
regarding prograni effectiveness must be colltcted and stinmarlzed. 

iUPPLICATtON 

The Prograiti Outcome Inventory (see figure VI) was developed In order 
to sunimarlae data relating to prograni eefecttvenass. In most cases 
program managors sbould have informfltlbn concerning program outcoraes 
on file. Howevei, in any event, reports desctihtng the amount of success 
or degfee of ImpleTiientatlon should be solicited from each program, 
be It a mathainatlcis program or a school construction program. 



Once this information is obtainedi proceed to fill out the outcoine 
inveiitory, first, briefly state each coticern in the appropriata column. 
Nexti list the prograin or programs which correspond to the coticerh on 
the left, Thens using the product evaluation data provided by prograin 
managers ^ fill out the coluinns marked PROGRA>t OUTCQ>fE S.CORE by placing 
a check In the ho% of the number which best describes the reported effect- 
iveness of each program* 

Finally, in the columns labeled EVAUJATION COST and PROG^ COST respectively, 
enter the dollar amount which gives the best estimate of each cost. These 
figurea can be used to determine if sufficient funds v^ere available to 
adequately evaluate programs. In addition , prograrn cost can be compared 
with the degree of success obtained. 

The examination of prograni effectiveness completes Level III in the resource 
allocation model, and sets the stage to begin the budgetary process In 
earnest. 
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FrGURE VI 



PROGRAM OUTCOME IMVENTOllV 



Follov^lng a review of product evaluation daca, ^liich has bQtiii providuc! 

for each of the progr^ims listed belDW, check Che number v/Uich best: dciHcrlbes 

the prograin'a outconiGs. 

Cheek zmto (0) Ifi a program has not reached caniplutlon or has not provided 
product evaluation data. 

* 

In all other, cases choose one of tha following numberB^ 

(1) -the program may or may not clalTn success, however^ no evidence 

of effectiveness la offered* 

(2) -the program claims success, and some evidence is offered. However, 

the data provided does not IncLude hard data^l.e.^. glaaned from 
specific program measures such as test scores or recorded observations. 

(3) ^the program claims success, and scrofjB evidence of €£fectiv^eness Is 

offered. Data presented includes specific measures of success along 
with other sources of information. 



CONCERN 
(In Rank Order) 



PKOGBAM 



PROGRAM 
OUTCOME SCORE 



0 



2 



EVALUAriON PROGRAM 
COST COST 

$ _ _ J_ 



ERIC 
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ISnV IV - MEDIATING POLICY DECISIONS 

THE FOURTH LEVEL OF RESOURCE MANAGEHENI: 
DETERMINING PROGRAM WORTH 

DISCUSSION 

The fourth and final Ptiase of tM model allows the polity-tnaker to 
synthesize Information concerning the effects of previous policy 
decisions on the systeiii' s envlroninental components both internal and 
external. In other wo*ds, this level of the resource allocation wodel 
Is d signed to provide for the medidtion of value conflict, i.e., 
competing systsm demsnds. 

The systein's potentlaL for exertins control over its environment depends, 
to a great eKtent, upoji the amount of information available to it concerning 
the consequences of pravious policy decisions which com© Co fi^tiltioti In 
the form of programs; Xhus Che imporuuncti of a buuuJ pirograffi avaiwcion 
strategy is underscotfed. 

The analysis of progiram feedback during this phase of the model mmy 
indicate, for example, that current policy dscislons are proving ii^eff actual 
for wedlating co-mpeting value Interests, In other tfords, that curtent 
programs are unaccepcaile to the systein's clientele. 

Therefore, the principal questions addressed by Level IV of the RiM modal 
or by any other good policy flssessment modei aret 

1. ' Have past policy decisions cDncerning system progranis 

teen successful in alleviating system stress? 

2. What are the plans for future use of system resources? 

The Ptfogram Decision Worlcsheet should assist the poltcy-malcer in answering 
these questlotis* 
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APPLICATION, ' ^ ' 

The declsion-'making process is initiated by completing the six colutnns 
Oil the Frogram Decision Worksheet (see figure VII), This information 
provides, the baiis upon ^hich future program decisions are made* 

Ftrat, enter each concern once again in the column headed CONCERN. 
Secondj enter the iteiri code associated w^ith each concern under the 
cplunm '^'rsrked ITEM CODE . Ttie item code im provided so that the policy- 
inaker can tell at a glance -which areas are in greater demand (e.g, j 
IP^lnstructional progratnsi FE-f acilities and equipment; etc*). Third, 
enter the prograiii or progranis which correspond to each concern in the 
column labeled PROGRA^'1 , Fourth , enter scores froni the Program Implenientation 
Inventory (PH) and the Program Outcome Inventory (POI) for each program* 
And finallyj inter the program cost Cdollar amount) in the appropriate 
colum. Once this section of the form has been completed turn your 
attention to the section entitled PROGR^ DECISIONS. 

Using the colunms provided in the PROGRAM DECISIONS section * the policy- 
maker must now decide whecher to inaintain the current level of eKpenditurea , 
decrease expenditures ^ Increase expenditures ^ eliniiTiate the programj or 
add a new progranii These decisions will vary from system to system depending 
upon unique circumstancea and adininistratlve Judgment, For exanipiei in 
one sit^.uation a current program which addresses a high priority may be 
eliminated in favor of adding a new prograinp due to the fact that It is 
experiencing several problems in implementation (PII Score) and show little 
evidence of success (POI Score) * Howe-urer, in another situation^ under 
the same set of circumstances i the administrator may feel it Is less costly 
and more desirable to Increase expenditures for a faulty program In hopes 
of getting it on track rather than taking on a new program. 

In another situations a high priority concern may be indicated; but no 
program eKlsts to address that concern* One administrator may opt to 
add a new program, whllG another administrator may feel that an existing 
program can be expanded to embrace this concorn if program funds are 
increased. 
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Thus the pollcy'-making process has come full' circle* It is hoped that 
this model will prove beneficial for considering alternsl:i\fas in the 
resource alLocation process. However, it is important to rGmember that 
the utility of the RAM inodel depends upon oiie's ability to generate in-- 
formation concerning district needs j as well as current program 
Qperatlons, 
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FIGUUE III ' 
NEEDS ASSESSMENT CODt: ^^HEUt 



Key. To Icem Codei' Ins truct ional Prngraina - IP, In^ uruatiaiml MatarlalB - 

InBtructlonal Staff - IS, AclmlnisUratiun - A, 
Pacilitltes and Equlpniant: - FE 

K©y To Group Codes 001, O02, 003, ccc , 



INTEREST GROUP 



PRIMARY CONCERKS 



(example) 
PTA 



EKLC 



Group Item 
Code Code 



ConCGrn 



001 



IP 



Teach Developmental Reading 
Cradus 7-12 



J J 



Rating 



Low 



xncM xv 



GROUP 
Group (s) 



CONCERN 



KATTNCI 



H- WE [GUT s SCOHH 



RANK 



ERIC 



Icasii 
Code 



